INTRODUCTION:
A THEORY OF DEMOCRACY AND JUSTICE MAREK HRUBEC (Guest Editor) It would be hard to find many other subjects of study which are analyzed more in contemporary political philosophy and theory than democracy and justice. Moreover, an interest in the research on democracy has increased over the last few decades since the revolutions in Central and Eastern Europe in 1989. While this interest has become more and more empirical and oriented towards the issue of transition, the study of justice has remained mostly theoretical. The main reason is probably the willingness of many citizens, politicians and social scientists to label as democratic those practices and regimes which do not fully satisfy the normative criteria of democracy. By contrast, justice is mostly considered to be a theoretical ideal which is not present in practice on a bigger scale (if we do not focus on a narrower definition of the term in the sphere of legal practice). Discussions on social and political justice are, in most cases, connected with high normative expectations. In this respect, it is important to mention that we cannot take it for granted that an analysis of democracy will occur alongside that of justice. In fact, most theories of democracy do not address the issue of justice, and most theories of justice do not deal with theories of democracy.
In this issue, in addressing the theme of a theory of democracy and justice, we are working towards "a theory" in general, even though we begin by analyzing a theory in plural, i.e. dealing with a plurality of theories of democracy and justice. The reason for this is not only the evidence that there are two subjects for analysis: democracy and justice. Although we respect the specific characteristics of these themes, we try to stress their interconnectedness in particular, as I will explain later. The main reason for discussing a plurality of theories is the plurality of interpretations which lies at the base of various theories of democracy. The articulation of this problem is already part of a theory of democracy. Theoretically speaking, it would not be possible to imagine democracy without a plurality of points of view. At the same time, it is necessary to justify the limits of plurality by defining justice in such a way as to formulate a concept of democracy which would be sustainable. An unrestricted array of and toleration of inhumane practices would destroy the framework within which democracy can be practiced, and democracy itself. Justice establishes the criteria of the HUMAN AFFAIRS 20, 91-94, 2010 DOI: 10.2478 framework for a viable democracy. Therefore, if we are to express it somewhat paradoxically, justice is not only the aim of many conceptions of democracy, it is also their precondition. Strictly speaking, the basic social and political elements of justice are a precondition for any democracy, which is, in turn, the basis for the development of justice. This interconnectedness between democracy and justice can be approached from the perspective of democracy or from the perspective of justice. Each of the authors of the papers presented in this issue has decided to choose one of them. Moreover, there are many definitions of democracy and justice. Thus, there are many versions of these two points of view, which introduce various perspectives on the theme analyzed by the individual papers in this issue. Hopefully, together they indirectly form a discussion and offer original and illuminating contributions.
Of course, the papers not only offer different points of view and interpretations, but they also share some ideas in common. While critical theory, feminism and liberalism are either analyzed as theories or are perspectives which then lead into analyses, the papers are similar in that they identify some common problems and some aspects of the possible solutions they offer in the context of normative theories share common ground. As I have already mentioned, for example, it is characteristic for this issue of the journal that most authors bear in mind the importance of justice when focusing on democracy as well. The concept of justice creates a background which is present in all the papers. Moreover, in terms of analysing the important theories of justice and democracy, most papers share in common an explicit or implicit dialogue with John Rawls and Jürgen Habermas and their followers, whether they agree with them or not.
I have chosen to introduce the theme of democracy and justice with two essays written by Erazim Kohák and John Ryder. Whereas the other papers have opted for an analytical approach, the first two articles tend to employ a more narrative style, which seems to be an appropriate way to begin and illuminate this theme. Kohák introduces the problem of a sense of doom when he writes on the disillusionment concerning modern democracy in the apocalyptic age. Even although the project of Enlightenment has yet to finish, Kohák states that we can already ask if its democratic concept of the subordination of the elites to the people and the experts to the amateurs is on the right path. The historical optimism of the Enlightenment has been shaken by actual democracy, which is confronted with "a pervasive sense of impending doom". In Kohák's understanding of democracy, overcoming pessimism requires, first of all, a democratic social approach, which would eliminate apocalyptic dread. He views this democratic social approach in a broader sense which stresses that both individual and institutional attitudes to democracy presuppose individual freedom, good will towards other people, and mutual respect.
In his essay on a relational conception of democracy, John Ryder also emphasizes not only the individual interests of the people but also mutual relations with other people. He specifies relations among the people through the idea of pursuing and constructing interests with other compatriots within a context of community, and also with others beyond the community. The pursuit and the possible construction of common interests presuppose that the others are respected because their interests are to be taken into account. Ryder suggests that this approach should also be valid for international relations. He suggests that national communities should create a cosmopolitan order instead of investing in the nationalism which is strongly represented in politics today.
Martin Šimsa deals with the similar issue of nation-states and democracy in his paper. He writes on the role and nature of freedom in normative theories of democracy and analyses in particular the writings of Hans Kelsen and the Czech philosopher Emanuel Rádl. He discusses nation-states when he mentions the right of citizens to choose their own nationality. On this occasion, he stresses the crucial role of freedom and, at the same time, the importance of limits of freedom in democratic regimes at the international level. It is a place where he interconnects cosmopolitan freedom with cosmopolitan responsibility, solidarity, and justice. He is aware of the fact that this coherency is a demanding normative ideal. In this respect, he emphasizes that there should be a cosmopolitan trans-cultural dialogue.
Other papers in this issue share some of the basic assumptions of the previous papers, but they take a more critical standpoint. They approach the theory of democracy from the point of view of Critical Theory. Ľubomír Dunaj introduces a set of arguments which paves the way for the other papers. He begins by reminding us of Adorno and Horkheimer's interpretation of the dialectics of Enlightenment. He shares a version of pessimism with them and with Kohák, but nonetheless he follows contemporary critical theorists Axel Honneth and Nancy Fraser, and expresses hope in terms of eliminating the social contradictions of globalization and capitalism. He also claims that the solution to these problems must avoid the widespread Eurocentrism or West-centrism by analysing the cultural value patterns and ontological roots of other civilizations.
The issue of justice in relation to the dialogue of nationalism, cosmopolitanism and transcultural introduced by the previous papers is the main theme of my own article. I analyze a dispute between the theory of international justice and the theory of cosmopolitan justice, and focus on the paradigm theory of justice, i.e. the political philosophy of John Rawls. The paper concentrates on Rawls's international conception of the law of peoples and its deficits. One of the deficits is an inadequate approach to the relationship between individuals and the community already at the national level, which has negative consequences for social justice, specifically for dealing with disproportionate transnational and global inequalities. The paper offers an alternative critical approach based on the cosmopolitan recognition of individuals and communities, which formulates the causes of the social and international limits of Rawls's theory of international justice.
The last paper in the issue, an article by Zuzana Uhde, makes an important distinction between the topics already discussed. It follows the debate on transnational problems and justice by focusing on a feminist reading of the theory of Iris Marion Young, particularly her analysis of the sources of structural injustice. The paper shows how Young's critique of injustice is connected to an analysis of the sources of structural injustice and a normative theory of inclusive democracy. Here injustice is defined in relation to domination and oppression. It is the basis for an analysis of structural gender injustice, which is then also applied at the transnational level. This distinction makes the analysis offered by the previous papers more illuminating, and sheds light on various connotations which would not have been apparent had the papers been published separately.
While the individual papers approach the concepts of democracy and justice from various perspectives, as I have already mentioned, they show in many complex ways how a theory of democracy and justice requires a connection between these two terms on both domestic and transnational levels. Of course, the challenge is to clarify this connection in detail, especially in relation to the problematic political, social-economic and cultural contestations of our global age.
